Abstract. Relationship marketing (RM) is a prolific area of current marketing theory
Introduction
That business relationships are important is not new (Gummesson, 2002) . Personal relationships with suppliers were part of general business practice long before industrialization led to a focus on markets rather than individuals. In the last 20 years, however, increased competition and technological innovation have led to the exploration of new opportunities for success as well as to an emphasis on strategic relationships (Donaldson and O'Toole, 2002) . While the term relationship marketing (RM) was introduced by , the last decade saw the phenomenon of RM achieve unprecedented recognition as a major trend in marketing (Coviello et al., 2002) . Today, RM has emerged as a dominant field in the marketing area (Ballantyne et al., 2003) . While relationships have enjoyed a high degree of attention in marketing research, further conceptual development is needed in order to mature the RM discipline (Brodie et al., 2003) . In particular, conceptualizing relationships beyond those between private sector organizations -the central focus of RM theory development -is necessary. For example, to date, RM theory has overlooked relationships between institutions from fundamentally different organizational environments.
Meanwhile, a stream of research has developed over recent years arguing the importance of linkages between universities and industry bodies for the survival of both parties in the competitive marketplace and as an engine for economic growth (Siegel et al., 2004) . Due to the sparse knowledge on university-industry linkages (UILs) and their importance for today's economies, this exploratory article conceptualizes relationships between entities exhibiting great organizational environment differences (OED). This study, therefore, contributes to RM and technology transfer (TT) theory by developing a conceptual framework of UILs to (1) improve the understanding and successful practice of these relationships, and (2) to conceptualize a framework of relationships involving parties operating in essentially different environments.
Literature review
RM is one of the most prolific areas in current marketing theory and practice, with a large number of articles and dedicated journal issues, as well as specific journal titles published in this area. Several authors agree that RM has become an integrated part or sub-field of the marketing literature (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002) . Furthermore, the American Marketing Association's (AMA) has recently acknowledged relationships as a cornerstone of marketing theory in their new definition of marketing: 'Marketing is an organizational function and a set of processes for creating, communicating, and delivering value to customers and for managing customer relationships in ways that benefit the organization and its stakeholders' (AMA website, 2004) . This prominence of RM theory is based on the belief that the building and maintenance of relationships is beneficial for an organization and more efficient than the traditional marketing mix approach in today's marketplace (Palmer, 2002) .
Different views exist regarding the scope of RM (Sheth and Parvatiyar, 2002) , possibly because it has evolved from various and diverse approaches, perspectives and themes (Parvatiyar and Sheth, 2000) . The micro-level perspective embraces those studies focusing on relationships between an organization and one or few customers or partners, defining RM as '. . . the understanding, explanation and management of ongoing collaborative business relationship between suppliers and customers' (Sheth, 1994 in Gummesson, 1994 . Research of the Industrial Marketing and Purchasing (IMP) Group developed the interaction approach, analysing dyadic relationships between two actively engaged business partners (Ford, 1997) , followed by a focus on networks. The network approach is based on the recognition that no organization or relationship exists in isolation (Anderson, 1994) . Rather, each organization is part of a network of relationships, making RM an 'interaction in networks of commercial relationships' (Gummesson, 2003: 168) . Despite the fact that both universities and firms are embedded in networks, this study concentrates on the dyadic relationships they may establish. A lack of knowledge on individual UILs justifies our focus on dyadic relationships, the 'building blocks of networks' (Auster, 1990: 69) , to provide the foundation for future research on more complex networks.
Closely related to RM is the area of strategic alliances, described by some authors as one form of RM (Hunt et al., 2002; Morgan and Hunt, 1994) . The definition of strategic alliances as 'collaborative efforts between two or more firms that pool their resources in an effort to achieve mutually compatible goals that they could not achieve easily alone' (Hunt et al., 2002: 18) demonstrates the closeness of RM and alliance research, as both research areas are concerned with relationships between two or more parties aimed at creating bilateral value. However, while RM integrates a range of relationship types, strategic alliance research deals with a specific form of relationships, characterized by the creation of a separate entity based on a long-term strategic plan (Webster, 1992) , often related to exclusivity and non-imitability (Varadarajan and Cunningham, 2000) . In terms of UILs, this generally involves the funding of whole research areas or departments (Bell, 1993) . Due to the inclusion of a large range of relationship types, the article draws on both areas of research. Considering the four perspectives on strategic alliances and their success factors (Hunt et al., 2002) , it concentrates on the relational factors view, arguing that successful alliances are characterized by trust, commitment and communication.
A good understanding of interfirm relationships has developed over the last 20 years. For example, some factors are increasingly recognized as at the heart of RM, such as trust (Morgan and Hunt, 1994), commitment (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002) and the creation of bilateral value (Parvatiyar and Sheth, 2000) . However, RM and its theoretical foundations have to a large extent been developed in relation to private sector enterprises. In their paper on the domain and conceptual foundations of RM, Parvatiyar and Sheth (2000) describe the importance of conceptual foundations and diverse perspectives for the development of a growing area, a point also stressed by Brodie et al. (2003) . Hence, an examination of RM beyond private enterprise and consumer markets may contribute to our understanding of, and further theoretical development in, this area. Particularly, a conceptualization of relationships between parties from fundamentally different corporate environments and cultures is still missing in the literature. Are these relationships characterized by the same factors identified in previous research? RM theory has so far largely ignored the existence and potential effect of OED, despite some studies on organizational or goal compatibility (Bucklin and Sengupta, 1993; Smith and Barclay, 1997) as well as a call for research on organizational culture differences in buyer-supplier dyads (Hewett et al., 2002) . The oversight of OED in RM research may be due to the aforementioned focus on private-sector relationships. While it is generally understood that organizations differ in their social atmosphere or culture (Reynolds, 1986) , these differences may not be so extensive as to play a major part in relationship management. The literature on TT, on the other hand, stresses the effect of organizational culture imbalance between private and public sector institutions on relationships. While historically only few academics have engaged in UILs (Harman, 2001) , their number has grown over the last few years. Based on limited cooperation and different roles in the society, distinct organizational cultures have developed in universities and commercial enterprises (Cyert and Goodman, 1997) , and these are likely to clash when brought in close proximity.
Rapid change in competition and the speed of innovation around the world have promoted the creation of linkages between research communities and commercial enterprises. Universities, forced to find new ways of generating income due to increased competition and cuts in government funding (Baaken, 2003) , are increasingly commercializing their skills and research. Between 2000 and 2001, consultancy and contract research contributed AU$467 million or 21 per cent to the total revenues of 25 Australian universities, while technology licensing contributed a further AU$14.6 million or 0.7 per cent (KCA, 2003) . Companies also face increased pressure to advance knowledge and create new products and technologies to be successful in today's marketplace (Gupta and Wilemon, 1996; Santoro and Chakrabarti, 2002) . Furthermore, innovation and combining research efforts of private-and public-sector institutions also has become a key driver of economic performance (OECD, 2001) , with science and industry labelled the pillars supporting a country's innovation system (Universität Dortmund, 2003) .
Despite the increase in relevance and numbers of UILs, a research stream dedicated to them is still missing. While a growing body of literature has developed around TT and commercialization (e.g. Siegel et al., 2004; Thursby et al., 2001) , no framework exists on antecedents and consequences of UILs (George et al., 2002) and research analysing the value created by such relationships for the involved parties is still scarce (Mora-Valentín et al., 2002) . Surprisingly, few authors have considered the potential benefit of incorporating marketing principles and TT (Baaken, 2003; Baaken and Plewa, 2004; Hoppe, 2001) or the potential relevance of the RM approach in this context. Since research has become a marketable offering, the disconnection of TT and marketing thought is surprising and TT should be treated as a new context of marketing theory and application. Hence, this article conceptualizes UILs by incorporating the RM as well as the UIL, TT and commercialization literatures (referred to in the reminder of the article as UIL area). It uses a qualitative methodology to: (1) identify key variables of relationships with strong OED; (2) improve the understanding of marketing theory 5(4) articles current UIL practices; (3) analyse the value created; and (4) develop a conceptual framework of UILs. After describing the data collection process, key findings are described and subsequently synthesized in a proposed framework of industryuniversity relationships. We conclude the article with managerial implications and directions for future research.
Methodology
The research in, and introduction of, RM in the field of UILs is a new phenomenon. Qualitative research methods are particularly valuable for the exploration of new concepts and their interrelationships, and to gain an in-depth understanding of situations, behaviours or activities (Flint et al., 2002) . Based on a thorough review of the RM and UIL literature, data was therefore gathered in three qualitative steps, namely a discussion forum, telephone interviews and in-depth face-toface interviews.
An inductive discussion forum was conducted to develop an understanding of the research problem, stimulate the creative process and generate relevant topics. The researchers held a two-hour workshop with students enrolled in a Masters of Technology Transfer and Management degree. After a brief introduction, participants were divided into three groups and were given the task of identifying parties' characteristics and their effect on a relationship, discussing the importance of relational constructs, and developing a comprehensive portfolio of outcomes. A presentation and discussion followed. Based on this initial discussion forum, a series of telephone interviews was carried out with research clients of Australian universities. Experience in dealing with research institutions was set as a prerequisite to ensure the reliability and relevance of participants' contributions. 1 The key focus of this second phase was to determine UIL practices in terms of structure and interaction, as well as list those factors perceived by research clients as highly relevant and valuable in UILs. The findings of these interviews were then used as a basis for the next step.
A series of in-depth face-to-face interviews was subsequently conducted with key informants involved in UILs in Australia, including four interviewees from an industry (I#1 to I#4) and ten from a university (U#1 to U#10) background. Potential interview partners were identified using three methods, namely a search of ARC grants publications, websites and snowball sampling. Snowball sampling utilizes referrals of identified members of the target population to identify additional participating members. While implying a high likelihood of bias regarding the respondents' social integration, education and income level, it enables studies dealing with dispersed target populations and those being restricted in terms of financial or time resources (Welch, 1975) . As no database of the overall target population was available, snowball sampling was utilized. To keep bias to a minimum, however, interviewees were chosen to represent a broad range of individuals (see the Appendix, Table A1) in several research areas, institutions and Australian states. Certain features of the interview sample need to be considered in the data analysis. First, as formal organizations do not contain a single organizational culture (Leisen et al., 2002) , interviews focused on the organizational culture of the research group and business unit. Second, three university and two industry interviewees had previously worked in the other environment. People experienced in both environments are believed to have a greater understanding of the environments involved. This, however, was not deemed to affect their ability to identify characteristics of their current respective organizational environment.
Interviews followed an interview protocol (see the Appendix, Table A2 ) developed after a thorough literature review updated after step one and two. This allowed a systematic approach to a series of interviews without limiting the opportunity to uncover and explore new issues. Interviews were continued until a consensus was reached. While notes were taken during the interview on emerging issues and ideas, the interview protocol remained the same to allow the identification of similarity or difference of views. For each research step, data was analysed both during and after data collection. The analysis of in-depth interviews was conducted using QSR Nudist N6. Based on the literature review and the previous two data collection phases, nodes were developed as a starting point for the analysis. Moving back and forth between the in-depth interview data, data of phase one and two and the literature, the structure and analysis of findings was changed until a thorough understanding of UILs, as represented in the data, was developed. This approach offered not only the opportunity to follow up on emerging topics from one data collection phase to the next, but also during the interview phases. Identified issues were then used to conceptualize UILs based on RM principles.
Findings
The data collection process yielded a range of variables and enabled the researchers to narrow these down to the most relevant issues in the final step of the research process. The presentation of findings thus focuses on the final data collection stage. Individual statements are given throughout the discussion to describe current practices. Due to the preliminary and exploratory nature of the research, however, these examples do not claim to empirically validate, but rather to assist in conceptualizing marketing theory in the specific context of this study. The findings are categorized as follows. First, value creation is discussed in the context of UILs, followed by a discussion of variables characterizing and influencing relational practices in this context. Finally, a conceptual framework of UILs is proposed.
Value creation in industry-university relationships
The creation of bilateral value has been labelled the purpose of RM (Parvatiyar and Sheth, 2000) . Given its central role in RM theory, a thorough understanding of the concept of value is required in the context of enquiry (Almquist et al., 2003) . Our data reflected the multi-faceted nature of value in UILs: all interviews marketing theory 5(4) articles revealed that both parties perceived different relationship outcomes as value creating. While previous research indicated differences in perceptions of value between relationship partners, the extent of differences appears more extensive for UILs. For example, U#10 described the different types of value derived by relationship partners:
Industry is very much focused mainly on their production line . . . bottom line is that industry exist to make profit: if there is no profit no industry. The academic culture is very different, academic culture . . . is not driven always by dollars, they are driven . . . by the eagerness, by the passion to work on certain things.
Value-creating factors Several types of value were identified in the data. Customer retention, an integral part of RM theory and practice, emerged as a highly relevant value-creating factor for universities. U#8, for example, named retention, understood as the intention to stay in the relationship and renew the current contract, as the single most important outcome for universities. Such relational, long-term oriented focus was apparent in comments such as 'I guess the most satisfying thing is knowing that you are going to be able to continue doing more work with the company. It's ongoing' (U#2). Others, however, disagreed: 'I don't care if I don't see them again as long as they are happy and they've made use of the technology that we've developed, that is the most satisfying thing' (U#5). In this case, value was seen to lie in the development and use of intellectual property, suggesting a focus on the transaction rather than on the relationship.
Other interviewees described financial aspects as an important outcome of a UIL, given current government pressure on universities for gaining additional funds (e.g. U#9). Financial gain is consistently reported in the UIL literature as adding value, including additional funds for research (Santoro and Chakrabarti, 2002) and financial support for students (Harman, 2001) . Conversely, U#3 criticized such focus on money as a core of value, describing instead strategic positioning as the central value-creating factor, likely to reflect the respondent's focus towards strategic alliances as the most valuable type of UILs:
All universities tend to have different agendas and the agenda will vary depending on whom you talk to within the university and at what level. The most crass reason, which will come from lower levels within academia and from middle management, is money . . . and that really is a nonsense . . . From the upper echelons . . . we've always viewed industry relationships as being an absolute . . . core cultural value for our being as a university . . . For the university it's part of strategic positioning . . . as a partner with the community and industry both locally and globally . . . So, one is looking to develop strategic linkages, strategic partnerships. (U#3) Perceived value may differ between hierarchy levels. Besides strategic benefits, including strategic positioning, image and word-of-mouth (e.g. U#1, U#5, U#6), other non-economic value-creating factors emerged from the data. For example, while relationship value has been highlighted in the RM literature in terms of security, credibility and safety (Grönroos, 2004) , the strong feeling of togetherness emerged as another facet of relationship value, especially in relationships characterized by strong OED:
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. . . when you've been in a team that trusts and respects each other and . . . you . . . die for each other on the field of battle . . . that's a feeling of great accomplishment . . . It's a feeling of satisfaction which is a lot of the reward . . . and that is more than probably the economic driver that they've actually found something new. (U#7) Consistent with the UIL literature, our data showed a focus on the acquisition of knowledge and technologies as key to value creation for industry (George et al., 2002) . In addition, the distinct offer by universities in comparison to other research institutes is easier access to talent and facilities as well as public awareness and image (Santoro and Chakrabarti, 2002) . While a general consensus existed about these features of value, their importance for industry entities appeared to differ. For example, I#4 placed the highest priority on the research outcomes, describing 'obtained technical information' and 'knowledge' as the purpose of a UIL. This focus on technical value types may relate to organizational demographics, this company being small in size but highly science-intensive.
2 I#2 and U#8 constantly described the employment and transfer of graduates and staff at all skill and education levels as a central reason for UILs. Rather than oppose human capital with knowledge and technology gain, it should be noted that the transfer of skilled staff is indeed a form of knowledge transfer (U#7).
In addition, some industry interviewees cited the importance of future relationship potential and other indirect or future value-creating factors, such as access to new networks:
. . . when you have these relationships, you think you give them yours, but they give you theirs as well. So those networks are very important. Non-economic benefits, that's very important but that again comes with trust . . . when you work well through a project that is what you end up doing. (I#2)
Value-creation by sharing networks in developed relationships is related to trust and reciprocity, central constructs to RM theory and to the relational factors view of strategic alliance literature (Dwyer and Oh, 1987; Sin et al., 2002) . The sharing of networks as an outcome of UIL formation has not been directly discussed in the literature. However, in their study on the influence of UILs on a firm's innovative output and financial performance, George et al. (2002) found firms with university links to be involved with a greater number of alliances. This may be explained by an increased sharing of networks in a trusting relationship and is consistent with our observations.
Having identified the main sources of value in UIL, summarized in Table 1 , we now turn to identifying those variables potentially influencing UILs.
Key variables influencing the university-industry relationship
Our data was analysed to identify key variables characterizing and influencing relational operations in UILs. Practices described by the interviewees were grouped and related to existing RM and UIL literature. Three central, intertwined categories of variables emerged form the data, namely: (1) interaction mechanisms; (2) linkage mechanisms; and (3) OED.
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Interaction mechanisms Interaction mechanisms are defined in this article as the means by which two organizations connect during a transaction or series of transactions. This definition relates to bridging ties; a concept based on sociological theory. Research on bridging ties focused primarily on strength and redundancy of ties, and their effect on information dissemination, idea generation and competitive capabilities (Burt, 2004; Granovetter, 1973; McEvily and Zaheer, 1999) . While the following discussion will integrate this school of thought, our focus will be on dimensions of interaction mechanisms emerging from our data, namely the structure of the connection, communication and integration.
Regarding structure, our data showed that UILs do not differ to a great extent. All telephone interview respondents indicated that they agreed on tasks and/or goals at the beginning of a project, predominantly set in a contract, but also in a memorandum of understanding or milestone determination. In-depth interviews supported the use of similarly formal contracts and agreements.
Our interviewees described communication, the 'formal as well as informal sharing of meaningful and timely information between firms' (Anderson and Narus, 1990: 44) , as one of the most important relationship characteristics. I#4 used the analogy of marriage when discussing its importance, indicating a relational, long-term approach: ' it's like a marriage . . . the more information goes between the two organizations the more productive the outcome is likely to be' (I#4). While this quote links communication, in terms of a bilateral exchange of information, positively to productive outcomes, U#8 described its effect on other relationship components: 'And the other things sort of come from that . . . trust comes from communication, conflict comes from communication failure' (U#8). These associations are consistent with previous research, which found communication to impact on commitment and trust (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Sharma and Patterson, 1999) . The management of communication, however, appeared problematic due to the different organizational environments. While communication processes appear structured in the industry environment, including formal meetings for organizational levels and projects (I#4), U#3 mentioned the difficulty of controlling and planning contacts in the university environment. This may stem from the individualistic nature of academics, described as very independent and unwilling to take the line or focus given by their university (U#9). In addition, confidentiality concerns often prohibit organizations from freely sharing information with university staff (U#2) due to the risk of opportunistic behavior (Das and Teng, 1998; Jordan, 2004) . Confidentiality ensures a firm's competitiveness and survival in the marketplace, whereas '[Scientists] just love talking about their science . . . they think everybody's trustworthy' (U#6). Therefore, while the importance of communication is consistent with previous research, its management appears more problematic between organizations from different organizational environments. Despite a general consensus about the existence of both formal and informal communication, different perceptions regarding the benefits of formality emerged. I#4, for example, described formal one-way communication by way of monthly reports as necessary to develop a comprehensive understanding and to offer a presentation basis for third parties. By contrast, I#2 stressed constant informal two-way communication and an active engagement in a dialogue as most important, linking formality with bi-directionality. Research has shown that a relationship approach is characterized by a dialogue between parties (Farrelly et al., 2003) , such that partners are actively engaged in a two-way communication process that allows the building of a common knowledge platform (Grönroos, 2000) . The constant exchange of information ensures a mutual understanding of events (I#2), which was described by U#5 as making a relationship satisfactory. The need for mutual understanding has been stressed in the research and development (R&D) literature (Gupta et al., 1986) , possibly because of the difficulties experienced by research clients in using all features of a transferred technology due to the complex nature of research (Athaide et al., 1996) . The total perceived quality model, developed by the Nordic School of Services, may illustrate this concept usefully. According to this model, customer-perceived quality is composed of the evaluation of the technical quality (the actual outcome) and of the functional quality (the way in which technical quality was received) (Grönroos, 1984) . In a transactional approach, universities concentrate on creating value regarding the outcome, leaving industry with a result that may have high technical value only if they were able to use it. In a relational setting, in contrast, functional quality is favoured, determining the quality of the process throughout the relationship (Grönroos, 1997) .
The role of integration in the creation of functional quality was clearly visible in our data, as interviewees described communication as extremely important, but marketing theory 5(4) articles often not interactive enough to successfully bridge involved parties. U#7, for example, described the need for integrative mechanisms to foster knowledge diffusion between involved parties: . . . if you're given a brief by a company and then you go away and deliver on that brief then the brief has to be very, very, very tightly scoped and specked and the market can't change in the meantime for that type of approach to be successful . . . if a company is actively involved in working to develop the new widget, process, product, development, whatever, that may be then as their concepts and understanding of the technology [or] the market changes they can drive the project the way they see it. (U#7) Hence, integration can lead to a high functional quality for the customer, as was confirmed by all industry interviewees. In addition, knowledge required to utilize the outcome is directly transferred to the customer, thus increasing the perceived technical quality. Finally, integration enables university staff to increase the technical quality, as the technology can be adjusted to a firm's needs. Integration may thus be required for the creation of value in relationships crossing fundamentally different organizational environments.
The suggested benefits of strong interaction mechanisms reflect the proprietary nature of outcomes generated within UILs. According to social network theory, weak bridging ties, and thus a low level of emotional intensity, intimacy and reciprocal services, fosters the dissemination of information to a broad audience (Granovetter, 1973) . Such dissemination, however, may be destructive for a UIL aiming to protect the intellectual property created.
Linkage mechanisms
The two linkage mechanisms, trust and commitment, tie each party to the other and to the relationship.
Trust is one of the most acknowledged constructs in the RM literature (Morgan and Hunt, 1994) and is 'considered one of the core features of a relationship' (Perry et al., 2002: 75) . In consensus with other authors, it can be defined as 'confidence in an exchange partner's reliability and integrity' (Morgan and Hunt, 1994: 23) . Trust certainly emerged as an essential element of UILs, with all interviewees describing its critical role for relationship success. U#7 illustrated this using the metaphor of a competitive sport team: 'Trust is a fundamental aspect of any successful relationship . . . business is no different to competitive sport or personal relationships, if you cannot trust your partners . . . do not even bother' (U#7).
The alliance literature suggests that people are more likely to trust a partner with expertise or reputation in a specific area (Anderson and Weitz, 1989; Smith and Barclay, 1997) . This is also apparent for UILs, since an academics' expertise is likely to have a major effect on research outcomes. However, our data showed that the university's ability to work with industry and to accept, and go along with, the partner's values and aims is even more relevant for the development of trust than professional expertise. In the words of U#10:
Very big issue, very big issue, sometimes even you do not [have] the biggest . . . expertise in the problem area. But . . . industries . . . want to come back to you . . . to take that project because they trust you and also because once you start understanding their culture, that this is another Relationship marketing and university-industry linkage Carolin Plewa et al.
culture, industrial culture and all that sort of thing they feel more comfortable to work with you. (U#10) In particular, the reputation of an academic regarding previous or current relationships emerged as a starting point for trust building. Such competence, also described as interfirm partnering competence (Johnson and Sohi, 2003) , implies an understanding of the differing drivers and preferred outcomes of both sides (U#2, U#8), a concept more relevant to the development of trust in relationships characterized by OED than in other relationships. In a UIL context, partnering competence also includes the understanding of different attitudes towards the handling of information (U#2, U#6, I#4) and respecting the importance of the secrecy of information for industry. In addition, different environments increase the importance of trust, as do high uncertainty and risk inherent to researchoriented UILs. As Grönroos (1997: 327) stated, 'if there is no vulnerability and uncertainty, trust is unnecessary'. Research is inherently uncertain and unpredictable, implying a high risk for organizations. The building of close, trusting relationships may partly alleviate this risk (Bendapudi and Berry, 1997) .
Commitment, another construct central to RM (Morgan and Hunt, 1994) , is closely related to trust (Farrelly and Quester, 2003a) . It has been defined in uniformity with other authors (e.g. Dwyer and Oh, 1987) as 'an enduring desire to maintain a valued relationship' (Moorman et al., 1992: 316) . In consensus with the RM and alliance literature, interviewees described commitment as closely associated with value creation: 'What I can say of commitment is you need it for it to succeed. So, if you want that link between the university and the organization to succeed, both parties need to be committed' (U#4).
. . . I had another person take [the project] over, and some of the problems that we have sort of run in to is that that person probably lacks the commitment that I might have brought to it had I been running it as my own project. (U#9) The latter quote reflects the strong relationship between commitment, also labelled 'engagement and ownership', and individuals, described by several interviewees. Another example was provided by U#8: Students involved in the relationship were not chosen by the university, but screened for their academic record and then selected by the industry partner. The industry partner's responsibility for the selection of students increased their commitment and in turn relationship success. No substantial difference was found regarding the importance of commitment in UILs in comparison to other relationships.
Organizational environment difference
In the previous discussion, many findings were related to differences in the organizational environments and cultures between university and industry, the specific characteristic of relationships examined in this study. While organizational culture imbalance was integrated into the interview protocol, interviews projected the need to broaden this theme into environmental differences, as dimensions exceeded the boundaries of the concept of organizational culture. Our marketing theory 5(4) articles respondents agreed that OED exist between universities and industry partners. Only one interviewee did not experience OED in the current relationship (I#1), but noted that these differences are quite likely to exist in other UILs. During research-step three, four OED dimensions emerged, namely (1) motivations, (2) time orientation, (3) market orientation, and (4) organizational bureaucracy and flexibility. First, all interviewees described different motivations in the university and industry environment. I#1, for example, described:
. . . the thing that motivates them is different . . . As a private business, which doesn't receive funding from outside sources, we are totally dependent on commercial activities to survive . . . So at the end of the day the things that we do have got to be commercially profitable, whereas institutes are traditionally seats of learning or seats of teaching. (I#1) This 'commercial' versus 'knowledge creation' view can also be described as an outcome-versus process-oriented view. In a UIL, an organization is mainly interested in research outcomes that solve its problems or needs, which, however, are only a start for further research by academia (I#3). In line with previous quotes, U#9 pointed to the relevance of performance evaluation criteria for the motivation of staff at both university and industry side. The misalignment of goals and reward systems (Smith and Barclay, 1997 ) reflects motivational differences. While academic promotion is based on research performance and publications, industry staff is judged on 'the result in the crude sense' (U#9). Performance evaluation and reward systems are related to the corporate environment, as they reflect the operationalization of cultural values and understandings (Desphandé and Webster, 1989) . This dimension of motivational differences is specific to relationships with strong OED, although it may also be relevant, to a lesser degree, in industrial relationships.
Time orientation emerged from the data as another important OED dimension, comprising two components. First, time-frames appeared shorter in the industry in comparison to the university environment (e.g. U#7). A product's 'time to market' is a key factor for success, and organizations often take a short-term perspective on R&D activities. Universities, on the other hand, have longer-term time-frames (Cyert and Goodman, 1997) , determined by the three-year timecycles of PhDs and most research grants. A second component is the adherence to deadlines. Simply stated: 'Industry works to deadlines, academics don't . . . apart from presenting papers at conferences' (U#2). Academics' failure to meet deadlines may be due to their variety of tasks and the fact that they seldom have the authority to prioritize these tasks (I#3). An interesting aspect of time orientation is the high employee turnover in industry (U#8). Especially in large organizations, middle and senior managers are expected to gain experience in different areas, and frequent rotation is common business practice (I#2). This has the effect of focusing staff on accomplishing short-term goals within their tenure in a specific position. In brief, time orientation emerged as a concern for relationships combining two contrasting environments.
Third, universities have often been criticized by industry for their lack of Relationship marketing and university-industry linkage Carolin Plewa et al.
market orientation, an established construct in the industry environment (Desphandé et al., 1993) . In a behavioural and cultural perspective it can be defined as 'the culture that 1-places the highest priority on the profitable creation and maintenance of superior customer value; and 2-provides norms for behavior regarding the organizational development of and responsiveness to market orientation' (Slater and Narver, 1995: 67) . The central component of market orientation is the creation of superior customer value, highlighting its fundamental relevance to RM. Opinions regarding market orientation were mixed among our interviewees. Many university interviewees described the necessity of acting towards industry partners' needs, for example: '. . . cultural difference is really about whether the universities do want . . .
[to] take on board where [companies] are trying to go and any sort of problems that they're really trying to address' (U#8). However, industry interviewees, for the main part, did not perceive universities to be market oriented. For example, I#4 described a resistance to engage in service activities and I#2 noted that universities lack strategic market orientation. Most university interviewees did not associate the term 'market orientation' with industry partners nor did they appear to see firms as their customers. As market orientation requires the prioritization of value creation for customers, failure to consider industry entities as customers may indeed be symptomatic of the universities' lack of market orientation. Based on the different organizational environments, the concept of market orientation and its understanding and practice appear to differ, outlining a situation specific to relationships crossing sectors.
Fourth and finally, organizational bureaucracy and flexibility emerged as an OED dimension, suggested by interviewees as central to the discontinuation of relationships. Bureaucracy appeared to be linked to the control of lawyers or other third parties on the negotiation and relationship process, found to have a detrimental effect on a relationship. Also, bureaucracy appeared to result from the functional organizational structure often prevalent in universities. RM literature has emphasized the relevance of a process-oriented instead of a functional corporate structure for relationship success (Gordon, 1998) . A functional corporate structure is likely to build barriers, restricting an organization-wide focus towards relationship building. In addition, the university environment does not require the same degree of flexibility or change that is necessary for a firm's survival in the competitive marketplace (U#6). While non-compatible structures have been linked with a lack of fit between private-sector alliance partners (Jordan, 2004) , an even higher distinctiveness appears to exist for relationships characterized by OED.
marketing theory 5(4) articles
A framework of university-industry relationships based on RM theory Figure 1 conceptualizes UILs based on our exploratory findings, presenting the areas of OED, relationship characteristics and value. 'Relationship characteristics' integrate interaction and linkage mechanisms, as their variables reflect components discussed in the RM literature. Following the previous discussion, relationships crossing fundamentally different environments appear to differ from previous research not only by their strong OED but also in the substantially differing perceptions of value between the relationship parties. Notably, despite these differences in UILs, the positive effect of relationship characteristics on value creation established in previous research was confirmed in this context.
As indicated throughout the discussion, parts of the framework are presented as influencing each other in certain ways. First, OED should negatively influence a UIL. This suggestion is based on findings that most interviewees linked OED or one of its dimensions to sacrifices and problems. Interviewees described OED as 'a real problem' (U#5, U#9) and 'a frustration' (U#9, I#3). Negative effects include dilemmas in interaction, '. . . you've got to work so hard just to be bringing it to ground, that's going to slow the progress . . .' (I#2), and value-creation: '. . . there's A conceptual framework of university-industry relationships a cost of delay, there's a value of getting a rapid response, [but] the universities typically haven't been set up around those dimensions' (I#3). While experience reports described differing cultures to cause problems in mergers (Maron and VanBremen, 1999) , this effect has not yet been studied in RM or alliance research. Our data also suggested that a high level of interaction and linkage mechanisms may mediate OED effects on the creation of value in the relationship. While linkage mechanisms emerged from the data as essential to bridge the environments and allow access to the other parties' competencies, U#3 explained the importance of interaction mechanisms stating that '. . . the differences between university culture and corporate culture are the very reasons why the two blocks need to talk, communicate and work together, because what you have got is mutually beneficial strengths' (U#3). Strong relationship characteristics may allow the utilization of specific, and mutually beneficial, skills and strengths. As U#2 noted: 'There is tension. That's what makes things work, and if there wasn't then you wouldn't know why you are bothering' (U#2). Notably, relationship characteristics as shown in the framework emerged as promoting the potential advantages of OED, seldom mentioned in the literature. Exceptions are Hewett et al. (2002: 235) , who proposed that 'firms with different corporate cultures might be better suited in terms of their ability to contribute to relationship outcomes ', and Fisher et al. (1997) , who indicated that differences between functions are required to generate 'the creative tension', so vital for R&D success.
On balance, therefore, we propose that a high level of interaction and linkage mechanisms may help overcome the negative effects of OED and may allow the use of complementary skills and processes to create bilateral value despite extensive differences in perceptions of value. From a social networks point of view, by establishing ties between different groups, individuals are exposed to information as well as ways of thinking and behaving previously restricted to the other group. This crossing of 'structural holes' offers them a great potential to gain information and generate ideas (Burt, 2004) . In a UIL context, interaction mechanisms may thus foster research and discovery by connecting heterogeneous groups, in turn positively affecting the creation of value in a relationship.
Managerial implications
So far, few managerial guidelines assist academics and managers at university and industry side in enhancing UIL success. While our managerial implications may be relatively limited for marketers in relationships between enterprises in similar organizational environments, they will enhance UILs and other relationships characterized by strong OED. Successful UILs involve a high level of interaction and linkage mechanisms, which were suggested in this study to not only have a positive effect on research outcome or technical quality, but also on knowledge transfer and satisfaction with the functional quality.
Communication was described as the most relevant interaction variable, supported by integration, to ensure the creation of mutual value in a UIL. Hence, interaction mechanisms must be managed to enable the development of a common knowledge platform, which should be developed by two-way informal communication and the integration of industry staff in the research process. Informal communication should be fostered, along with staff exchange or mixed team building. Due to potential prejudices between the environments, both sides are likely to require an extensive amount of time, training and reward to overcome interaction barriers. The difficulties of managing communication at universities add to this challenge.
Trust was identified as the central linkage dimension for value creation in UILs. While the importance of trust is not new in the RM literature, OED appeared to emphasize this importance due to high risk inherent in these relationships. In this context, partnering competence was described as a higher priority for firms choosing and trusting university partners than scientific excellence. From a managerial point of view, universities may choose to position themselves by means of UIL experience and success stories. While research groups can exhibit an understanding of, and acting towards, industry partners' needs, interviewees consistently emphasized the relevance of individuals in this context (Varey et al., 2005) . Hence, universities and industry wishing to collaborate should hire individuals with drive towards, and experience in, the other environment (U#3). Finally, in consensus with the RM and service literature, the need to overcome bureaucracy and inflexibility highlighted the importance of senior management's support for relationship building (Almquist et al., 2003) and the merit of employee empowerment (Bendapudi and Leone, 2002) .
Limitations and directions for future research
In this exploratory study, a framework of UILs was developed based on a discussion of current practices and RM theory. This framework contributes to TT and RM theory by (1) improving the understanding and successful practice of these relationships, and (2) conceptualizing the relationships characterized by parties operating in fundamentally different environments. Despite differences to previous research in terms of OED and substantially differing value perceptions, the importance of interaction and linkage mechanisms was confirmed. Our study serves as an exploratory platform for further research in this area and should be interpreted in view of its limitations. First, the scope of findings reported here is limited. The research was based on three consecutive qualitative steps to identify a broad range of potential practices in the chosen field and sequentially distinguishing the most relevant areas. Second, our sample included individuals from different industry and research backgrounds. While the integration of people from different backgrounds was perceived as valuable for the development of a preliminary framework, industry-specific research is required to identify variances between those relationships. Also, during the interviews, a range of issues and quotes were based on an overall understanding of the interviewee rather than any one relationship. While this approach allowed us to conceptualize UILs based Relationship marketing and university-industry linkage Carolin Plewa et al.
on a large range of relationships with a restricted number of interviewees, future research should test our findings by focusing each interviewee on a specific relationship (e.g. Farrelly and Quester, 2003b) to increase our understanding of associations between the dimensions identified in this study.
Further research is clearly required to model and test the preliminary findings reported here. The growing importance of UILs worldwide, and the high proportion of such linkages failing, justify further research in this area. As a next step, the authors suggest developing a model of UILs and a set of formal propositions grounded on the conceptual framework. The model should then be empirically tested to allow some generalization of the findings. Further studies are also needed to explore the development and maintenance of UILs. The extension of a relationship after a project or the period supported by a grant would be of especially significant interest. While RM and alliance literature acknowledges differences in partners' value perceptions and this article identified value-creating factors for UILs, more research is required to analyse success factors of relationships with strong differences in value perceptions. In addition, due to the embedded nature of institutions in networks, research should study UILs in their network context, for example, including other relationships, cooperative research centres and government. Much is yet to be done to understand UILs, especially from a RM perspective. Furthermore, consideration of OED may not only be relevant to UILs, but also for other relationships, such as those including a nonprofit organization. Future research is needed to examine this suggestion.
As with most discovery-oriented and theory-building research, more questions than answers were raised by this study. Our findings support the suggested value and pertinence of RM and identify clear opportunities for its implementation in the emerging context of UILs. Further research is now required to confirm, contrast and develop our understanding of research-oriented UILs as well as other relationships with a strong OED.
Notes
1 Respondents for this phase were identified by several means. First, a list of potential respondents was developed based on publications of ARC linkage grants awarded in 2001, 2002 and 2003 . As linkage grants are awarded for research conducted in collaboration between university and industry entities, companies listed in those publications were likely to fit the requirements of this study. In addition, respondents in this and the following step were screened to ensure that they currently were, or had previously been, in contact with a research organization and that they had initiated and/or decided on the assignment of research tasks to external research institutions. 2 If the organization is able to hold its current employee base and no staff increase is planned, a high focus on science may increase the importance of scientific outcomes rather than human capital to be gained from UILs. However, due to the high degree of science-intensiveness in that organization, a large number of employees from that organization had previously worked in academia. The human capital aspect is thus likely to also be important in this case. 
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